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Abstract
In the unhoused population, food access is a basic human need important not only for
adequate nutrition, but also reducing feelings of food insecurity. Enhanced shelters are well
poised to impact food access by providing meals and storage options for shelter residents.
However, food hoarding behaviors, food safety concerns, and limited budget add complication to
this problem. Shelter policies that optimize the availability of meals, food storage, and kitchen
use have the potential to positively impact food security, but must be balanced with the
individual needs of the shelter. It is important for enhanced shelters to identify best practices and
policies to enhance food access, but little research has examined this topic. By addressing food
access, we hope to enhance food security with a goal of mitigating food hoarding behaviors.
Thus, the purpose of this policy evaluation project was to identify and prioritize policy solutions
for food access and develop a strategy for policy adoption in the enhanced shelter environment.
Using the CDC Policy Analytical Framework, this project prioritizes policy options
through three main aims. The first project aim refines the problem of food access from the
perspective of stakeholders through a qualitative analysis of expert and staff interviews, and a
resident focus group. The second aim identifies, describes, assesses, and prioritizes policy
options for food access through a survey of representatives from local enhanced shelters. The
third aim identifies strategies for policy adoption and presents findings to stakeholders through a
policy brief.
The first aim of the project involved a total of three expert interviews, two shelter staff
interviews, and one shelter resident focus group consisting of 15 individuals. Six common
themes gleaned from expert and staff interviews, and resident focus group included: “food
safety,” “pests,” “behaviors,” “feelings,” “meal types,” and “kitchen access.” We received a
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response rate of 33% for survey completion, with approximately 30 enhanced shelters in King
County meeting criteria to participate in the survey and 10 shelters completing the survey in its
entirety. Four major policy themes emerged, including “kitchen access,” “meals,” “personal
storage,” and “shared storage.” Top policy choices included access to kitchen 24 hours a day,
increasing the number of kitchen appliances, allowing room storage of shelf stable items and
produce, limiting appliance use in rooms, allowing both shared refrigerator and dry storage
options, labeling all foods, utilizing storage bins, shared responsibility for food disposal, and
allowing at least 2 square feet of shared storage space per resident.
Feelings connected with food insecurity such as “safety,” “control,” “dignity,” “shame,”
and “worry” are often closely tied to behaviors such as stealing, hoarding, and wasting food
items. Thus, targeting policy options to help reduce feelings associated with food insecurity may
help with undesirable behaviors from residents. Several policy improvements were identified for
The Oaks Enhanced Shelter, as well as an assessment of feasibility in moving these policies
forward. Lastly, findings were described in a policy brief which was presented to stakeholders.
Key recommendations included: 1) Consider implementing top policy choices, 2) Address
feasibility and barriers to expanding policy options, 3) Recognize and address feelings and
behaviors related to food insecurity.
Despite the complicated nature of policy development in enhanced shelters, by targeting
policy directed at reducing feelings of food insecurity, barrier identification, and policy
feasibility, it is possible to create an environment where food access is promoted. At the local
level, the findings of this project could be useful as King County’s “Health Through Housing
Initiative” moves forward. Overall, this policy evaluation project has led to a greater

OPTIMIZING FOOD ACCESS IN THE ENHANCED SHELTER ENVIRONMENT

understanding of perceived barriers to food access in enhanced shelters in King County
Washington, as well as best policy options to promote food access.
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Optimizing Food Access in the Enhanced Shelter Environment: A Policy Evaluation
Project
In 2020, nationwide roughly 580,000 individuals experienced homelessness, with more
than half using shelter services nightly (United States Interagency Council on Homelessness
[USICH], 2021). Among all U.S. states, Washington ranks fifth in the country for individuals
experiencing homelessness (USICH, 2021). Unhoused individuals face challenges in attaining
basic human needs such as shelter, food, sleep, and safety. Meeting these fundamental needs is
essential before more advanced psychological and self-fulfillment needs can be attained
(Maslow, 1943). Thus, the goal of many programs targeting homelessness not only include
prevention, but also resources for stable housing, employment, education, and healthcare
(USICH, 2018). Shelters can play a vital role in both providing and connecting individuals with
these essential services.
In Washington State, the origin of King County’s homelessness crisis is complex,
involving structural factors and system failures which include lack of affordable housing. The
City of Seattle and King County have proposed joint initiatives to streamline services for the
unhoused, including increased funding for shelters to help address the housing crisis. This
initiative has led to the funding of emergency and short-term housing options which include
emergency shelters, transitional housing, and rapid rehousing. Transitional style housing is
temporary housing for individuals who need support services to acquire permanent housing
(Department of Community and Human Services [DCHS], 2021). Enhanced shelters are an
example of temporary housing that provide supports such as case management, employment
counseling, and access to health and behavioral services, seven days a week, around the clock
(DCHS, 2021). The goal of this housing option is to meet the challenges that prevent long-term
housing instability.

7
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Along with lack of housing, food insecurity is a known problem in the unhoused
population. Enhanced shelters play an important role in providing meals and food storage options
(Baggett et al., 2011; Tsai & Rosenheck, 2013). Shelters also play a role in improving the
nutrition status of homeless individuals by impacting food access (Koh et al., 2015). Food access
is a basic human need and important not only for adequate nutrition, but in reducing feelings of
food insecurity. However, food safety concerns, resident behaviors, budget, and staffing
constraints may lead to decreased food access. These barriers may reduce food storage
capabilities in shelters, which limit the types of foods homeless individuals can purchase and
store (Hamm, 2012). Perishable foods, often considered healthier than shelf stable goods, may be
difficult to store in a shelter that limits refrigerated storage space. Lack of food storage space
along with poor meal options may result in individuals stealing food, eating food in grocery
stores, pawning personal items, and scavenging dumpsters to obtain food (Richards & Smith,
2006). These actions may exacerbate feelings of food insecurity and poor nutrition status of
shelter residents.
It is important for enhanced shelters to identify best practices and policies to enhance
food access, but little research has examined this topic. Shelter policies that optimize the
availability of meals, food storage, and kitchen use have the potential to impact the nutrition and
content of resident diets, but must be balanced with the individual needs of the shelter. Food
hoarding behaviors, food safety concerns, and limited budget add complication to this problem.
Thus, the purpose of this project is to identify and prioritize policy solutions for food access and
develop a strategy for adoption in enhanced shelters. Specific objectives included: 1) refine the
problem of food access through perspective of stakeholders; 2) identify, describe, and prioritize
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policy options through expert interviews and survey of King County shelters; 3) develop a
strategy for further adoption of policy solution.

Background
The following review will provide context for understanding the barriers to food access
in enhanced shelters. First, the state of homelessness in King County and the enhanced shelter
housing model will be discussed. Next, health disparities impacting unhoused individuals will be
described. Lastly, a literature review will explore the overarching concern of food insecurity and
unhoused individuals residing in the shelter environment. Specifically, this review will discuss
what is known about the nutrition status of shelter residents, the nutrition content of shelter
meals, and the influence of the shelter environment on food access. Finally, the current state of
the literature regarding policy and recommendations regarding food access will be summarized.

Scope of Homelessness in King County
According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], in 2020,
approximately 22,923 individuals in Washington State were homeless on any given night, with
over half of those individuals residing in Seattle and King County (HUD, 2020). Between 2007
and 2020, the homeless population in Seattle and King County increased by 49%, with the
sheltered population increasing by 9% and unsheltered increasing by 151% (HUD, 2020;
National Alliance to End Homelessness [NAEH], 2022). Among the unhoused in King County,
53% were sheltered compared to 47% who were unsheltered. Males comprised most of the
unhoused at 56%, with females comprising 41%, and gender non-conforming and transgender
comprising 3%. The majority of unhoused are non-Hispanic (85%) and mostly white (48%).
Black/African American individuals comprise 25% of the unhoused, with American Indian and
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Pacific Islander encompassing the remaining population (King County Regional Homelessness
Authority [RHA], 2020).

Housing Response
King County’s homelessness crisis is multifaceted, involving mental health and
addiction, economic disparities and poverty, decentralized response, racial disparities, and
failures of the criminal justice system (City of Seattle, 2021). Lack of affordable housing
continues to be a burden, with 47% of households considered “housing cost burdened,” where
more than 30% of income is spent on rent (City of Seattle, 2021). In fact, obtaining housing is an
important player in improving health status as it’s shown to reduce acute care use and depressive
symptoms in homeless adults (Brown et al., 2015). In response to the chronic homelessness crisis
in King County, a regional approach called The King County Regional Action Framework
(KCRAF) was formed in 2019 to help consolidate policy, services, and funding for homeless
individuals county-wide. As part of the KCRAF, “Action 3” involves “Crisis Response,” which
calls to address the immediate needs of people experiencing homelessness. These
recommendations include implementation of enhanced shelters with coordinated outreach
frameworks (KCRAF, 2020).
In 2020, King County launched “Health Through Housing,” with a goal of creating 1,600
emergency housing and permanent supportive housing facilities county-wide by the end of 2022
(DCHS, 2021). This initiative builds off a previous policy known as “Housing First,” enacted by
the HUD in the 1990’s. The model embraces the idea that unhoused individuals will be more
engaged in supportive services when the burden of living on the streets is eliminated (Downtown
Emergency Service Center [DESC], 2020). The City of Seattle and King County now plan to
invest in providing housing services to unhoused individuals in three primary areas: 1)
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prevention services; 2) housing services; 3) emergency services, in this order of preference (City
of Seattle, 2020).

Enhanced Shelter Housing Model
Enhanced shelters are a type of transitional housing that falls under the category of
“emergency” housing. Enhanced shelters play an important role in not only providing housing,
but also important case management services seven days a week, 24 hours a day. These shelters
follow a unique model that provides essential services such as meals, hygiene, health and
behavioral services, and employment services to support individuals transitioning to permanent
housing (DCHS, 2021). Enhanced shelters serve any individual who can manage their behavior
to live in a congregate setting with others and not denied access due to substance use or
addiction, mental illness, or criminal history (City of Shoreline, 2020). Individuals are expected
to follow a code of conduct that is respectful of guests and the surrounding community.

Health and Homelessness
Health and homelessness has a cyclic relationship where a health crisis or disability can
lead to homelessness, while chronic homelessness can result in and worsen health conditions.
Individuals experiencing homelessness die on average 12 years sooner than the general
population (National Health Care for the Homeless Council [NHCHC], 2019). Individuals living
in shelters are more than twice as likely to have a disability compared to the general population,
and rates for conditions such as diabetes, heart disease and HIV/AIDS are higher than the general
population (NHCHC, 2019). In Washington state, 28% of unhoused individuals are severely
mentally ill, 23% suffer from chronic substance abuse, and 1% live with HIV/AIDS (HUD,
2021).
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Shelter Environment and Health Implications
Despite the known importance of shelters in providing privacy, safety, and rest for
unhoused individuals, this environment has known health and hygiene insufficiencies. Poor
ventilation systems, unhygienic bedding, overcrowding, tuberculosis infections, and skin
diseases can compromise the health of individuals living in shelters (Moffa et al., 2019). Food
access and availability is yet another health-related concern directly tied to the shelter
environment (Smith et al., 2010) In fact, the shelter environment and surrounding community
can impact food availability, access, and choice, ultimately driving which foods are purchased
and consumed (Smith et al., 2010). These factors along with known barriers to food access can
increase the risk of homeless individuals experiencing food insecurity, which is associated with
higher rates of hospitalization and emergency department use (Baggett et al., 2011).

Literature Review
Food Insecurity and Unhoused
Food insecurity describes the limited or uncertain availability of nutritionally adequate
and safe foods, or ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways (Anderson,
1990). Food insecurity has been a focus of public health initiatives in the United States, as
outlined in Healthy People 2030 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of
Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, 2021). For most individuals who are food insecure,
the risk is not related to lack of food, rather limited access to healthy foods and acceptable ways
of accessing food (Fitzpatrick & Willis, 2020).
Though research is limited, unhoused individuals are thought to have a higher incidence
of food insecurity compared to the general population given the known barriers to accessing food
(Baggett et al., 2011; Lee & Greif, 2008; Gunderson et al., 2003). Within the homeless
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population, the experience of food insecurity varies with respect to connection to psychosocial
coping resources (Lee & Greif, 2008). For unhoused adults, several factors are known to be
associated with food insecurity including long standing homelessness, sleeping outdoors, and
being arrested (Fitzpatrick & Willis, 2020; Lee & Greif, 2008). Access to medical services,
community connectedness, higher monthly income, and institutional engagement such as regular
shelter use were negatively related to food insecurity (Fitzpatrick & Willis, 2020; Lee & Greif,
2008).
Specific demographic groups within the homeless population are shown to be at greater
risk of food insecurity. Older homeless adults may experience severe food insecurity due to
chronic health conditions and poor health which exacerbate the threat to overall health (Tong et
al., 2019). In this particular population, being unsheltered put individuals at twice the odds of
being food insecure (Tong et al., 2019). Serious mental illness such as anxiety, depression, and
severe mental health symptoms are also related to prevalence of food insecurity (Loftus et al.,
2021; Fitzpatrick &Willis, 2020; Parpouchi et al., 2016).

Nutrition Status
The nutrition status of unhoused individuals has received minimal focus as a public
health issue, as evidenced by the lack of literature on this topic. Several studies have found that
homeless individuals generally have poor diets low in fruits and vegetables and high in sugars
and fats (Brown & Chatterjee, 2018). There is limited research on the nutritional quality of foods
provided in the shelter environment, mostly due to the complexity of the assessment (Seale et al.,
2016). The studies that have examined the nutrient content of meals served in homeless shelters
note poor nutrient content and macronutrient imbalances (Harmon, 2017; Casaletto & Brawer,
2021). Shelters are often under financial constraints, thus limiting their ability to allot time and
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resources that focus on this problem. Several studies propose homeless shelters as an opportunity
to improve the nutrition status of homeless individuals by impacting food access (Koh et al.,
2015).
Food Access in the Shelter Environment
The importance of food access to healthy eating options in the shelter environment is well
documented (Richards & Smith, 2006; Brown & Chatterjee, 2018; Hamm, 2012). Often serving
as the primary source of food for many unhoused individuals, shelters can play an important role
in enhancing food access by providing meals, snacks, and food storage options (Tsai &
Rosenheck, 2013). Limited financial resources and high cost of healthy foods for the shelter are
noted as barriers to making healthy foods available (Albrecht, 2017; Brown & Chatterjee, 2018).

Food Availability.
In addition to receiving meals on-site, shelter residents are also likely to use food
assistance programs such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) to help
supplement meals (Smith et al., 2010). In a study of young homeless adults, other common
methods of food acquisition include purchasing food with cash or SNAP benefits, using free
meal programs, eating at friends or relatives homes (Bowen & Irish, 2018). Foods obtained
through SNAP benefits often have storage requirements, and benefits do not allow for the
purchase of prepared food items. Several study participants feel that SNAP benefits are not
enough to last the entire month (Richards et al., 2006; Bowen & Irish, 2018). Participants also
noted the stigma associated with food pantries as a deterrent to use (Bowne & Irish, 2018). These
factors along with lack of cooking and food storage options are barriers for individuals to make
optional use of SNAP benefits and food pantries, which often distribute foods requiring
preparation (Brown & Chatterjee, 2018). These studies suggest the need for further research
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addressing food storage and structural barriers to healthy eating in the shelter environment
(Brown & Chatterjee, 2018).

Food Storage and Kitchenware.
Limited access to cooking and storage resources is yet another hurdle for food access for
shelter residents (Brown & Chatterjee, 2018). Several studies with focus groups reveal that lack
of availability of storage and kitchenware results in consumption of less healthy foods (Richards
& Smith, 2006; Thomas & So, 2016). Results from a focus group conducted in Minnesota
indicated that the shelter environment can influence food choice and access through living space,
storage space, cooking and dining facilities, and polices (Richards & Smith, 2006). Residents felt
that a rule limiting the storage of perishable items like fruit, vegetables, meat and dairy products
forced them to purchase less healthful foods like pop, candy, cookies and chips. In the same
study, participants also felt that limited storage space altered typical eating habits, resulting in
children wanting to eat less healthful food in rooms rather than eating regular meals. Other
participants felt that lack of kitchen facilities such as an oven, led to unhealthy stove-top cooking
tactics such as frying. With limited cooking and storage space, poor meal timing, and limited
meal options in shelters, residents are likely to utilize alternative strategies to alleviate hunger.
Use of food stamps, stealing food, eating food in grocery stores, pawning items, and scavenging
dumpsters are strategies that have been documented (Richards et al., 2006).
Motel shelter residents in Massachusetts who participated in a focus group revealed
barriers to healthy eating, including only having access to a microwave and small refrigerator for
food storage (Thomas & So, 2016). Like previous studies, these participants noted that these
barriers limit their ability to purchase foods such as fruits and vegetables, and buying in bulk,
which is a strategy used to stretch food budgets. These factors can also result in food waste,
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instead of being stored as leftovers. Brown and Chatterjee (2018) recommend the provision of
adequate kitchen facilities to improve dietary status of homeless individuals.

Shelter Policies
No studies have examined shelter policies regarding best practices for food access. In
fact, no policy or national standards for nutrition exist for meals served in shelters except those
participating in certain state and federal programs. Past studies have indicated that few site-level
policies exist that improve the nutrition content of food (Casaletto & Brawer, 2021). At the
federal level, emergency shelters participating in the Child and Adult Care Food Program
(CACFP) receive federal money for serving a nutritious meal that includes foods like milk, meat,
vegetables and fruit (USDA, Child and Adult Care Food Program, 2017).

Summary
To our knowledge, no other studies have examined best practices and policy for food
access in enhanced homeless shelters. Past studies have recognized the need for further research
addressing food storage and structural barriers to healthy eating in the shelter environment
(Brown & Chatterjee, 2018). Shelters appears to be uniquely positioned to address food
insecurity by promoting food access for residents in the form of meals, food storage and kitchen
use. Since detailed policy for food access in enhanced shelters is largely unknown, current
practices are likely the results of gaps in the literature and site-specific barriers. Thus, there is a
need to explore policy for food access to optimize options within enhanced shelters.
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Methods
Project Purpose and Design
The purpose of this policy evaluation project was to explore policy options for food
access in the enhanced shelter setting using the CDC Policy Analytical Framework (2013). A
policy for food storage currently exists at The Oaks enhanced shelter, however it is not optimized
to serve the needs of its stakeholders which include staff and residents. The first project aim
refines the problem of food access from the perspective of stakeholders through staff interviews
and a resident focus group. Expert interviews were also conducted at both the local and national
level to help further describe the problem. Data were coded and summarized for themes to guide
policy recommendations and decision for policy adoption that aligns with stakeholder interests.
The second aim identifies, describes, assesses, and prioritizes policy options for food
access. A survey of representatives from local enhanced shelters gathered information about
food access policies already in use, which were then interpreted using criteria outlined in the
CDC Policy Analytical Framework. Data from a literature review, recommendations from local
regulatory bodies and agencies, and expert interviews were also used to identify potential policy
options. Policy options were prioritized and scored according to categories outlined by the
framework which included: public health impact, feasibility, and economic and budgetary
impact.
The third aim presents a strategy for policy adoption. Policy options from the second aim
were considered in the context of themes gleaned from staff interviews, resident focus groups,
and expert interviews from the first aim. Appropriate policy options were determined, findings
presented, and a policy brief provided to stakeholders.
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Setting
The project setting was The Oaks enhanced shelter located in a semi-urban setting in
Shoreline Washington, in King County. Around the clock shelter services were provided for
residents such as case management, meals, hygiene, health services, and laundry. Access to
critical support staff public health nurse, case managers, and social workers, was also available.
Admittance to the shelter was determined by a resident’s ability to maintain safe behaviors in a
community setting, thus no drugs or alcohol use were permitted in the facility. Shelter residents
included both men and women over the age of 18, and children and young adults were excluded
from the shelter. Single residents resided in private rooms, while couples were permitted to share
a room. The shelter provided a shared kitchen environment for residents, with two meals offered
daily donated by the Hunger Intervention Program. Shelter residents were permitted to bring
outside food into the shelter, and both shared refrigerator and dry storage options were available
for use.

Recruitment Plan
Stakeholders including enhanced shelter staff and residents were invited to participate in
this project. Staff participants included full-time employees familiar with the food access issues
experienced by the shelter. Shelter resident participants included up to 60 male and female adults
attending at a weekly Monday evening resident meeting. Residents were over the age of 18,
previously unhoused, and English speaking. Staff and resident participants were identified
through the shelter manager, who provided contact information and helped to coordinate and
schedule the resident focus group. Expert interview participants included representatives from a
variety of professional homeless organizations such as National Health Care for the Homeless
Council, National Alliance to End Homelessness, and Corporation for Supportive Housing. All
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expert participants had experience managing enhanced shelters and knowledge of nationwide
shelter policies. Experts were recruited through convenience sampling using internet searches
and recommendations from other experts.
Survey participants included representatives from King County enhanced shelters that
held at minimum a managerial role at the enhanced shelter which provides around the clock
services to at least 10 adults previously unhoused, and over the age of 18. Potential survey
respondents include representatives such as food service managers, shelter directors, and
program managers. Survey participants were identified through internet searches and word of
mouth and were contacted prior to survey distribution to determine if inclusion criteria were met.

Data Collection Procedures
The Seattle University Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved this
study as “Not Human Participatory Research (NHPR).” Following the CDC Policy Analytical
Framework, the goals of the first and second aims involve data collection that includes
interviews and a survey. The first aim, which includes expert interviews, shelter staff interviews,
and a shelter resident focus group help to further refine the problem of food access. Both expert
phone interviews and shelter staff interviews were scheduled at the interviewee’s convenience
for 15-20 minutes, where the interviewee was asked a series of semi-structured questions with
responses hand transcribed by interviewer. Consent was gained through electronic and written
consent forms prior to interviews. A single in-person shelter resident focus group was conducted
during regularly scheduled Monday evening group meetings. An informational sheet was
provided and explained to potential participants at the beginning of the meeting, where
participation implied consent. The focus group discussed a series of semi-structured questions
for 15-20 minutes, and responses were audio recorded.
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The second aim identified King County enhanced shelter representatives who were
emailed a link to a Qualtrics survey, which included an electronic consent form. Data was
collected through qualitative survey questions. The second aim also included data collection
through a literature review of a variety of databases including PubMed, EBSCO, CINAHL and
Google Scholar. Keywords used included: policy, food storage, hoarding, homeless shelters,
enhanced shelters, homeless persons, food insecurity, food access, food habits, hunger, health,
and environment. Regulatory agencies were identified through an internet search and included:
King County Public Health, King County Healthcare for Homeless, King County Homeless
Housing Program, King County Regional Homelessness Program, Washington Department of
Health, and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. These organizations were
contacted by both phone and email.
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Figure 1
Description of Data Collection for Aim 1 and Aim 2

Aim 1:
Refine the Problem

Aim 2:
Identify, Describe,
Assess, Prioritze Policy
Options

Expert Interviews

Survey Local Shelters

• Convenience sampling (see phone script).
• Signed email consent (see electronic informed
consent form).
• Semi-structured, open-ended questions (see
interview questions).
• Hand transcribe phone interview.

• Convenience sampling (see phone/email script).
• Consent on electronic survey (see survey informed
consent form).
• Structured qualitative survey questions.
• Data collection through Qualtrics.

Shelter Staff Interviews

Literature Review

• Convenience sampling (see verbal script).
• Signed email consent (see staff interview consent
form).
• Semi-structured, open-ended questions (see
interview questions).
• Hand transcribe phone inverview.

• Utilize different databases
• Keyword search

Shelter Resident Focus Group
• Convenience sampling. Conduct during scheduled weekly
group meetings.
• Information sheet provided, participation implies consent
(see resident interview consent form).
• Semi-structured questions (see interview questions).
• Audio-recorded, then hand transcribed.

Recommendations from
Regulatory Agencies
• Internet search for local
agencies and contact
information.

Measures/Instruments
To our knowledge, no standardized instruments or surveys exist that address this
project’s particular objectives, thus self-developed questions were utilized for the survey, staff
interviews, expert interviews, and resident focus group. Feedback on question content and flow
was received for all tools used for data collection. Expert interview questions consisted of four
semi-structured open-ended questions. Examples include, “What practices have you seen work
well for shelters?” and “In your opinion, what would the ideal policy for food access involve?”
Shelter staff interview questions consisted of four semi-structured interview questions. Examples
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include, “What do you feel is going well in terms of food availability for shelter residents? Not
going well?” and “What is your experience with observing behaviors such as hoarding, stealing,
hiding foods in the shelter?” Shelter resident focus group questions consisted of six open-ended
questions. Examples include, “Do the food storage options at the Oaks work well for you? If yes,
how so? If no, why not?” The survey consisted of 15-20 qualitative open and closed-ended
questions. Qualtrics Online Survey software was used for survey distribution and data collection.

Data Analysis
The CDC Policy Analytical Framework guided the data analysis process for this project.
In the first aim, direct content analysis was used to summarize hand transcribed expert
interviews, staff interviews, and resident focus group discussion. Data was organized using
Microsoft Excel and analyzed for codes, concepts, and themes using content analysis (Erlingsson
& Brysiewicz, 2017; Saldana, 2015). Using Saldana’s (2015) guidance for first cycle coding,
“descriptive” coding techniques were used for all three qualitative data sets. Descriptive coding
allowed the researcher to assign a label to data to summarize in a word or short phrase (Saldana,
2015). Next, the data were “pattern” coded in second cycle coding. Pattern coding involved use
of a “meta-code” that identified similarly coded data (Saldana, 2015). These themes were tied
back to the second and third aims to help guide appropriate policy options for the Oaks shelter.
In a similar manner, a direct content analysis was used to evaluate survey responses,
findings from literature review, and recommendations from regulatory agencies. Using the CDC
Policy Analytical Framework, the first step was to classify and describe policy options in terms
of three criteria: public health impact, feasibility, and economic and budgetary impacts. Once
classified, the options were ranked and scored in terms of low, medium, or high. These findings
were then prioritized in context of our findings from Aim 1 which include themes from experts,
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shelter staff, and resident focus groups. Lastly, descriptive statistics were used to summarize
survey findings. This information helped guide the third aim, to develop stakeholder
deliverables, which include a policy brief.

Results
Aim 1: Refining the Problem
A total of three expert interviews, two shelter staff interviews, and one shelter resident
focus group consisting of 15 individuals, were conducted. Six common themes gleaned from
expert and staff interviews, and resident focus group included: “food safety,” “pests,”
“behaviors,” “feelings,” “meal types,” and “kitchen access” (Table 1). Barriers identified by both
experts and shelter staff included “general safety,” while staff also were concerned with
“infrastructure,” “staffing,” and “budget.” The shelter residents identified the theme of “personal
storage” as a barrier to food access. Table 2 lists each of the six common themes related to
barriers to food access, along with corresponding quotes from expert, staff, and resident
interviews.
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Table 1
Stakeholder and Expert Findings: Individual and Shared Perception of Barriers to
Food Access

Individual
Perceptions

Shared
Perceptions

Expert

Staff

Residents

General Safety

General Safety
Infrastructure
Staffing
Budget

Personal Storage

1. Food Safety
- Spoilage
- Contamination
2. Pests
3. Behaviors
- Stealing, hoarding, wasting foods
4. Feelings
- “Safety,” “control,” “dignity,” “humiliation,” “shame,” “worry”
5. Meal Type
- No accommodation for special diets or dietary preferences.
- Lack of diverse meal options.
6. Kitchen Access
- Limited kitchen hours. Limited availability of appliances.
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Expert, Staff, and Resident Interview Quotes
Barrier

Example Quote from Interviews and Focus Groups
Expert #1: “Problems I’ve seen in shelters include food going bad or spoiling.”

Food Safety
Resident #1: “I’m worried people are going to spit on my food (in the fridge).”

Pests

Staff #1: “Issue is that there is intersection between food storage and
mental health. We’ve seen that when someone is struggling, their room
can have food waste, pests.”

Expert #1: “People may have more food than they need, hoarding food can
make them feel powerful, hope, in control.”
Behaviors

Staff #2: “Residents taking what does not belong to them.”
Resident #1: (When asked about having food stolen). “We're not worried
about our food getting stolen, it does happen.”
Expert #1: “Food means hope for tomorrow, food means I am going to be ok.”

Feelings
Resident #1: “I’m worried people are going to spit on my food.”
Expert #1: “Healthy food can be foreign.”
Meals

Staff #2: Food for people is a matter of dignity. Food trauma is real.”
Resident #1: “I would like to see softer foods offered.”

Expert #1: “The need for easy access is a part of feeling safe.”
Kitchen
Access

Resident #1: “I agree a second microwave. But what a blessing one is. But two
would be even more helpful.”

25
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Aim 2: Policy Options
The second aim of the project was to identify, describe, assess, and prioritize policy
options identified through a literature review, regulatory recommendations, and survey of King
County enhanced shelters. An exhaustive review of literature and exploration of regulatory
resources at the local, state, and national level yielded no results in terms of policy examples or
best practice for food access in the shelter environment.
We received a response rate of 33% for survey completion, with approximately 30
enhanced shelters in King County meeting criteria to participate in the survey and 10 shelters
completing the survey in its entirety. Participating shelters served populations ranging from 9 to
55 totals residents and included individuals of all genders. A total of 36 questions comprised the
survey, including a request for shelters to upload a copy of their policy for food access. Despite
four participants confirming that they had a policy in place, no participants uploaded copies of
their policies. Since having policy examples was a crucial step necessary for data analysis, a
qualitative analysis was used to determine major policy option themes gleaned from general
survey responses. Four major policy themes emerged, including “kitchen access,” “meals,”
“personal storage,” and “shared storage.” Within each theme, several policy sub-topics were
identified (Table 3). Policy sub-topics were described and ranked using the CDC Policy
Analytical Framework (Appendix E). Options were then prioritized, considering barriers
identified by experts and stakeholders (Appendix F).
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Table 3
Policy Themes, Sub-Topics, and Survey Findings
Policy
Theme/Topic

Policy Sub-Topics

Survey Findings (n=10)
(# of respondents)

Space Availability

Is kitchen space available? Yes (9), No (1)

Hours of Use

Daytime (3), 24/7 (7)

Appliances

Microwave only (3), 2+ appliances (1), 6+ appliances (6)

# Daily Meals

None (6), Two Meals (1), Three Meals (3)

Meal Types

Breakfast/Lunch/Dinner (3), Lunch/Dinner (1)

Snack Availability

Are snacks offered? Yes (8), No (2)

Room Storage

Is food storage allowed in rooms? Yes (7), No (3)

Food Types Allowed

Shelf stable only (3), Shelf stable + Produce (3), Any Food (1)

Appliance Use

Yes (4), No (3)

Rules for shared
storage

Label foods (3), Storage bins (4), Both (2), None (1)

Disposing of Food

Client (2), Staff (4)

Types of shared storage

Refrigerated + Dry (7), Refrigerated Only (1), None (2)

Size of shared storage

>3sq ft (3), 2sq ft (3), < 1sq ft (4)

Kitchen
Access

Meals

Personal
Storage

Shared
Storage

Kitchen Access.
Policy sub-topics included “space availability,” “hours of use,” and “appliances.” Most
participants have kitchen space that is accessible 24 hours a day. All participants provided
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appliances for use, ranging from one to nine different types, with most participants supplying
over six different types of appliances (Table 3). Microwaves, toaster ovens, and conventional
ovens were the most common types of appliances offered.
Top policy choices selected for The Oaks included allowing kitchen space for use by
residents, access 24 hours a day, and increasing the number of appliances from one to two
microwaves (Table 4). Feasibility of each policy choice considered infrastructure limitations,
increased staffing requirements, cost to purchase appliances, and need for food safety guidance
(Appendix F).

Meals.
Policy subtopics included “number of daily meals,” “meal types,” and “snack
availability.” Most participants do not offer daily meals, but those who do commonly offer three
meals a day. Of the participants that offer meals, most offer breakfast, lunch, and dinner options.
Most participants offer snack options that are available all day (Table 3). When asked about an
what an ideal policy would look like for shelter meals, participants included options such as a
salad bar, community pantry with staple items, and access to fresh fruits and vegetables. When
asked about common barriers to allowing greater access to meals, participants felt that space,
cost, resident behaviors, and food safety were factors.
Top policy choices selected for The Oaks included offering three daily meals (breakfast,
lunch and dinner), and offering snacks 24 hours a day (Table 4). Feasibility considerations
included need for adequate space to store refrigerated and dry foods, staff needs to monitor meal
and food pantry services, and cost associated with expanding meal service to potentially include
a salad or soup bar (Appendix F).
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Personal Storage.
Policy sub-topics included “room storage,” “food types allowed,” and “appliance use.”
Most participants allowed food storage in rooms, that included shelf-stable items along with
produce. Most participants also allowed appliance use in rooms which commonly included a
minifridge and microwave (Table 3). Themes regarding storage options revealed that some
participants use plastic bins and lockers for personal food storage. Clients are primarily
responsible for disposing personal foods, but shelter staff have weekly room inspections to
monitor room conditions. When asked about what an ideal policy would look like for personal
food storage, common responses included expanded personal food storage and plastic bin use.
When asked about common barriers to allowing personal food storage, participants felt that
space limitations, concern for pests, food safety, and unwanted resident behaviors were factors.
Top policy choices selected for The Oaks included allowing personal food storage in
rooms and allowing storage of shelf stable items and produce. The top policy choice included no
appliance use in rooms (Table 4). Feasibility constraints included food safety and pest concerns,
increased staff time to inspect and dispose of food in rooms, infrastructure barriers for allowing
minifridges in rooms, and cost associated with purchasing room appliances. Resident
engagement is also a concern due to increased accountability for disposing of personal food
items (Appendix F).

Shared Storage.
Policy sub-topics included “rules for shared storage,” “disposing of food,” types of
shared storage,” and size of shared storage.” Overall, most participants offer both refrigerated
and dry food storage options that are less than 1 square foot in size. Survey participants utilize
storage bins most often along with labeling foods as a common policy for food in shared storage
spaces. Staff are primarily responsible for disposing of food in shared spaces (Table 3). When
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asked about ideal policy for shared food storage, participants noted that more shared space and
use of plastic bins would be part of an ideal policy. Participants identified common barriers to
shared food access including space, resident behaviors, food safety and pest concerns.
Top policy options selected for The Oaks include offering both refrigerated and dry
shared storage spaces, at least 2 sq feet in size, labelling all foods, and providing storage bins.
Staff and resident shared duty of disposing shared food items is also recommended (Table 4).
Feasibility concerns include staff time to monitor shared space and dispose of foods, and resident
engagement in rules and procedures involving shared space (Appendix F).

Aim 3: Policy Adoption
Feasibility and barriers to policy adoption were considered from findings from Aim 1. A
policy brief was developed and distributed to stakeholders at The Oaks Enhanced Shelter
(Appendix G). The policy brief outlined several recommendations, including: 1) Consider
implementing top policy choices, 2) Address feasibility and barriers to expanding policy options,
and 3) Recognize and address feelings and behaviors related to food insecurity.
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Table 4
Top Policy Choices
Policy Topics

Kitchen Access

Meals

Personal Storage

Shared Storage

Policy Subtopics

Current Policy

Top Policy Choice

Space Availability

Yes

Yes

Hours of Use

Daytime

24/7

Appliances

Microwave
Toaster

Microwave x2
Toaster

# Daily Meals

3

3

Meal Types

Breakfast, Lunch, Dinner Breakfast, Lunch, Dinner

Snack Availability

24/7

24/7

Room Storage

Yes

Yes

Food Types Allowed

Shelf stable

Shelf stable + produce

Appliance Use

No

No

Rules

Label foods

Label foods and Storage bins

Disposing of Food

Staff Only

Staff + Residents

Types of Shared Storage Refrigerated

Dry + Refrigerated

Size of Shared Storage

2sq ft

<1sq ft
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Discussion
Aim 1: Refining the Problem
Developing themes from both expert and stakeholder interviews provided broad
perspective and rich description of the problem of food access in enhanced shelters. Despite the
different perspectives of each group, there were more common shared views of the problem than
unique perceptions. Interestingly, there was an overlap between themes such as “behaviors,” and
“feelings." Feelings connected with food insecurity such as “safety,” “control,” “dignity,”
“shame,” and “worry” are often closely tied to behaviors such as stealing, hoarding, and wasting
food items. Thus, targeting policy options to help reduce feelings associated with food insecurity
may help with undesirable behaviors from residents. Expert interviews were most helpful in
providing ideas for policy options to reduce feelings of food insecurity, such as allowing
residents autonomous access to food, keeping food close and accessible to residents, and
avoiding any hard and fast rules associated with food access. Findings that included concern over
lack of special diet accommodations and limited kitchen hours indicate that The Oaks has room
for improvement in targeting resident feelings related to food insecurity.
“Food safety” was also a unanimous theme that emerged from interview findings,
indicating the need for supportive guidance in creating policy related to reducing food spoilage
and contamination. Shelter residents may be capable of following food safety guidelines to an
extent, but concerns with mental health and capacity to maintain engagement adhering to rules
may be limited. Staff should be expected to be ultimately responsible for ensuring food safety
guidelines are followed for shared and personal food storage.
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Aim 2: Policy Options
Kitchen Access
Despite the lack of policy examples from survey respondents, we were able to determine
themes related to several policy topics that served to be applicable for analysis with our chosen
framework. The Oaks could consider access to kitchen use 24 hours a day and increasing the
number of appliances, as the next feasible step to increase food access in the kitchen. In fact,
most survey participants indicated that their kitchen is open 24 hours a day and provides over 6
appliances for resident use. However, shelters that provided this access also had less onsite meal
options and instead encouraged residents to either cook or seek out their own meals. Expanding
access in terms of kitchen hours and appliances was a strong theme within resident focus groups
and will help improve feelings related to food insecurity. It will also honor those with varying
schedules that include shift work and individuals with medical needs.
Important feasibility concerns include adequate staffing with dedicated time to manage
kitchen use overnight, as well as infrastructure limitations. Rules and expectations will need to
be communicated to residents, which may include quiet hours after 10pm and having a food
safety and sanitization policy in place for overnight kitchen use. These concerns are especially
important to consider if The Oaks anticipates expanding kitchen access to include use of the
industrial kitchen onsite, which was supported by experts and stakeholders. Use of this space for
nutrition education and meal preparation would provide important skills for residents
transitioning out of the shelter and into permanent housing.
Stakeholders also acknowledge that two refrigerators are not enough to accommodate 60
residents. Other options expanding access included purchase of additional appliances such as a
third refrigerator and providing a kitchenette in each wing of the shelter. These future
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considerations will require additional cost for appliances and adequate electrical capacity to
support the expansion.

Meals
Compared to other policy options outlined by survey respondents, The Oaks appears to
have a policy that meets the needs of its stakeholders in offering three meals per day that include
breakfast, lunch and dinner, and snacking options throughout the day. A theme that emerged in
the resident focus group was a desire for meals that honor dietary preferences. These preferences
include offering softer items such as soups for those with poor dentition, culturally appropriate
meals such vegan or vegetarian options, and honoring general preferences which include serving
foods that are familiar. These preferences could be identified by including a question about
dietary preferences on the shelter intake form, which would then be shared with the Hunger
Intervention Project to help guide recipe and menu development.
Hosting a community food pantry for shelf-stable items was another policy option that
emerged through the survey. This option could help further supplement meal and snack offerings
and help reduce feelings of food insecurity. Creating a food pantry will require adequate space to
store pantry foods, as well as staffing time to accept donations and monitor resident access to the
pantry. A salad and soup bar during lunch and mealtimes was another idea that emerged from
survey responses. This option will likely require buy-in from the Hunger Intervention Project as
well as serving utensils, space for salad bar, staff to monitor the bar, food safety policy, and
space to store leftovers.
Feasibility for these policy initiatives include considering space availability for a food
pantry and salad bar, along with refrigerator space for storing leftovers. Specific time could also
be dedicated for staff to monitor access to the food pantry as well as for monitoring salad bar
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during mealtimes. Cost will also be a concern, especially for appliance requirements for a salad
bar. Lastly, resident engagement with rules around food safety will also be required. Several
survey responses presented the idea of offering the option of counseling from an onsite
behavioral health specialist for undesirable resident behaviors related to food.

Personal Storage
The Oaks could consider allowing storage of shelf stable and produce items, and not
allowing appliance use in rooms. Most survey respondents allow food storage in rooms,
including a mixture of shelf stable and produce items, and allowance of appliance use. This is
likely due to lack of meal options offered by most survey respondents; therefore, personal food
storage and appliance use in rooms has been optimized. Given that The Oaks offers three meals
everyday along with allowance of personal food storage in rooms, food access is readily
available compared to other local shelters.
Personal food storage was a major theme among the resident focus groups but was not a
theme for staff or expert interviews. Expanding options to include not only shelf stable foods but
also produce will allow residents greater access to fresh fruits and vegetables. Lack of fresh fruits
and vegetables has been shown to be a major limitation in the shelter environment and increasing
access may improve the overall health of shelter residents (Harmon, 2017; Casaletto & Brawer,
2021). Greater access to personal food items can also help reduce feelings of food insecurity.
Resident engagement will be required for this policy to be successful, and rules and expectations
should be communicated and regularly reinforced. Food safety is also a concern with this policy
shift and will require staffing time to conduct room inspections for food disposal. Several survey
respondents presented the idea of using plastic bins for food storage to prevent pests, which is an
acceptable option that would work well at The Oaks.
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Despite the strong support for personal minifridges noted during resident focus groups,
the use of appliances in resident rooms is not recommended for The Oaks at this time.
Infrastructure limitations and cost barriers do not allow the shelter to move towards this policy
currently. There is concern regarding electrical capabilities of the shelter, as well as fire hazard
risk that appliance use may present. In the future, expansion of personal appliance use could be
considered as well as storage of perishable foods. Feasibility and barriers to consider in
expanding personal food storage options include updating electrical wiring of the shelter to
anticipate growth, cost associated with appliance purchase, and staffing time requirements to
monitor personal food item and appliances use in rooms. As with previous policies discussed,
resident engagement is also a crucial for this policy to be fully embraced.

Shared Storage
The Oaks could consider allowing both refrigerator and dry storage options, labeling all
foods, utilizing storage bins, having shared responsibility for food disposal, and allowing at least
2 square feet of shared storage space per resident. According to survey responses, most shelters
allow both dry and refrigerator shared storage space, require use of storage bins in shared spaces,
have staff responsible for food disposal, and allow less than 1 square foot of space per resident
for storage. This policy will allow for improved food safety, quicker disposal of food items, and
greater ability for residents to store foods.
Expanding options to include both shared refrigerated and dry storage space will require
additional staff time to monitor shared space. Space availability may also be a concern.
According to experts, having food access split up between personal and shared space can be
helpful for residents in terms of access. Labeling all food items and using storage bins for both
refrigerated and dry shared food storage is also recommended. This policy may help residents
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feel that their food is more secure and will target food safety and pest concerns. It will require
more staff time to monitor storage bins and labeling of foods but may also make food disposal a
quicker process. Purchasing food bins for dry and refrigerated storage a budget friendly choice.
Policy that recommends staff and residents share responsibility for food disposal in
shared spaces is incredibly important. Successfully implementation of this policy will require
resident buy-in and engagement in rules and expectations for food disposal. Results from expert
and staff interviews caution that due to mental and behavioral health concerns, some residents
may not be capable of making decisions to dispose of foods according to rules. This reinforces
the recommendation to have consequences for breaking rules but avoiding any hard and fast
rules. If residents do not dispose of foods properly, then staff could take responsibility for
cleaning out shared storage spaces once per week.
Increasing the recommended size of shared storage from less than 1 square foot to at least
2 square feet will allow more space for shared storage, thus increasing access. Since The Oaks is
currently limited by refrigerated shared space, another option is to increase dry shared space by
allowing extra storage space for dry food items. Space may be a concern with this policy, along
with staff time to monitor, clean and dispose of foods in shared spaces. Additional cost will be
associated with the purchase another refrigerator to increase shared storage.

Comparison to Previous Research
Many of the findings of this policy evaluation project align with previous research, which
is extremely limited. Perceived food access barriers described in stakeholder and expert
interviews, including “food safety,” “kitchen access,” “meals,” align with themes from research
that examined focus groups of shelter residents (Smith et al., 2010; Richards & Smith, 2006).
However, the themes “behaviors” and “feelings” stemming from food insecurity have not been
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fully described in past literature. Interestingly, we’ve found overlap with these themes and
barriers to food access. In addition, policy related to food access in the shelter environment has
not been discussed in the literature. This project offers new insight into perceived barriers for
food access and an evaluation of policy options meant to enhance food access in the enhanced
shelter environment.

Limitations
Limitations of this project include a small sample size for interviews (n=6) and shelter
survey (n=10). Despite a 30% response rate, we were able to gather data from representatives of
all major shelters in King County. Contacting survey representatives by phone to determine
interest served to be quite difficult. More appropriately, it might have been best to travel to
shelter sites to chat with representatives in-person. This would have allowed us to gather photos
and other forms of valuable of data. Unfortunately, survey respondents did not include a copy of
their policy for food access or pictures of food storage areas, which also limited the findings of
the project. The lack of policy options led us to believe that policies may be unwritten or simply
assumed.
Unfortunately, there was a lack of findings from literature and regulatory bodies, which
would have added breadth to the policy options identified. Other limitations include the
subjectivity of the CDC Policy Analytical Framework, where policy identification, description,
assessment, and prioritization were completed by one individual. Despite the subjective nature of
ranking policy options, the decision process was based on criteria outlined by the framework
with survey data gathered through a qualitative analysis. In addition, the coding process
completed through qualitative analysis for interviews, focus groups, and survey findings was
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completed by one individual. However, a colleague reviewed 10% of the coding, which provided
some degree of inter-coder reliability.

Future Implications
At the local level, the findings of this project could be useful as King County’s “Health
Through Housing Initiative” moves forward. Barriers to food access and policy
recommendations could be considered as the King County moves forward with purchasing
temporary housing in the form of nursing homes, hotels, and other facilities. The process of
identifying suitable facilities could include a consideration of how residents will access food.
Additional funding could be allotted to ensure sufficient food access through adequate
infrastructure, kitchen appliances, and meals are available. Nutrition and culinary education
opportunities for those in temporary housing is also an important next step in promoting food
access, before residents move to permanent housing. This was strongly supported by all
stakeholders including the Hunger Intervention Project which supplies meals to The Oaks. In
fact, their staff have already developed a curriculum but need a space to teach the classes.

Conclusion
This policy evaluation project has led to a greater understanding of perceived barriers to
food access in enhanced shelters in King County Washington, as well as best policy options to
promote food access. Although shelters in King County have similar food access barriers in
common with The Oaks, we’ve found that there is not a “one size fits all” policy. Policy options
likely differ vastly due to shelter demographics such as size, population served, infrastructure
limitations, and funding opportunities. Critical barriers preventing policy adoption have been
identified and are important to consider when assessing feasibility in the future. It’s important for
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shelter policies to be flexible so they can be swiftly adjusted when there is an increase in funding
or staffing.
Through stakeholder interviews and focus groups, we’ve found evidence that shelter
resident feelings and behaviors overlap with food insecurity, which may create a feasibility
challenge in promoting food access within the shelter. It is important to recognize that resident
feelings related to food are often related to behaviors such as stealing and hoarding foods. In
response to these behaviors, it appears that shelter staff put in place rules such as limited kitchen
hours and decreased access to shared foods. These rules may perpetuate, rather than dissuade
these behaviors. We’ve identified top policy options that target minimizing feelings associated
with food insecurity. Other challenging resident behaviors include those that lead to food safety
concerns. These behaviors may be difficult to mitigate, so it is important that shelter staff have a
clear understanding of their role and resident expectations in order to ensure adequate food safety
measures are followed.
Several policy improvements were identified for The Oaks Enhanced Shelter, as well as
an assessment of feasibility in moving these policies forward. Despite the complicated nature of
policy development in enhanced shelters, by targeting policy directed at reducing feelings of
food insecurity, barrier identification, and policy feasibility, it is possible to create an
environment where food access is promoted. As King County continues to expand its temporary
housing model with the purchase of hotels, these findings have broad implications. This project
has provided new insight into barriers experienced by enhanced shelters in promoting food
access as well as important policy considerations that have applicability at the local, state and
potentially national level.
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Appendix A
Script for The Oaks Shelter Residents Interview, Verbal
“Hello. My name is Reanna and I am a nurse practitioner student from Seattle University
working with Lauren Lawson, the public health nurse, on a project for my DNP program. I am
looking to create a policy for The Oaks about food access. I am hoping to hear your thoughts and
opinions on food availability, food storage, and access to kitchenware here at the Oaks. Tonight,
you’ll have your regularly scheduled meeting. But afterwards, if you’d like to stick around I have
a few questions I’d like to discuss with you. Your participation is completely voluntary. If you’d
like to participate, please review the consent form. If you do not wish to participate, you can
either leave the meeting when it’s over or feel free to stay and simply not answer any questions.

Script for The Oaks Shelter Staff Interview Invite via Email
Dear (Name Here),
My name is Reanna Moore and I am a student at Seattle University currently completing my
Doctorate Nurse Practitioner project. I am working with Lauren Lawson at The Oaks Enhanced
Shelter, exploring policy related to food access and food availability in the shelter environment.
Would you be interested in participating in a short 15-20 minute in-person interview to discuss
this topic here at The Oaks? Your input will help further define the problem and help shape
which policy may be a best fit for the Oaks.
If you are interested in participating, please read and electronically sign the consent form
attached. I can then schedule you for an interview at your availability.
Thank you,
Reanna

Script for Expert Interview Invite via Email
Dear (Name Here),
My name is Reanna Moore and I am a student at Seattle University currently completing my
Doctorate Nurse Practitioner project. I am working with Dr. Lauren Lawson at The Oaks
Enhanced Shelter, exploring policy related to food access and availability in the shelter
environment.
Would you be interested in participating in a short 15–20-minute phone interview to discuss the
topic of food access and availability in the shelter environment? Your expertise will help
contribute to our current knowledge concerning best practice in this environment.
If you are interested in participating, please read and electronically sign the consent form
attached. I can then schedule you for a phone interview at your availability.
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Thank you,
Reanna

Script for King County Survey via Email
Dear (Name Here),
My name is Reanna Moore and I am a student at Seattle University currently completing my
Doctorate Nurse Practitioner project. I am working with Dr. Lauren Lawson at The Oaks
Enhanced Shelter, exploring policy related to food access and availability in the shelter
environment.
Would you be interested in participating in a short 15-20 minute survey on the topic of food
access and availability in the shelter environment? Your expertise will help contribute to our
current knowledge concerning best practice in this environment.
If you are interested in participating, please provide the best email address to send the link to the
survey. If you feel that another representative of the shelter would be a better fit to complete the
survey, please provide their contact information.
Thank you,
Reanna

Script for King County Survey via Phone Call
“Hello, can I speak with (contact name here/ or shelter manager)? My name is Reanna Moore
and I am a student at Seattle University currently completing my Doctorate Nurse Practitioner
project. I am working with Dr. Lauren Lawson at The Oaks Enhanced Shelter, exploring policy
related to food access and availability in the shelter environment.”
“Would you be interested in participating in a short 15-20 minute survey on the topic of food
access and availability in the shelter environment? Your expertise will help contribute to our
current knowledge concerning best practice in this environment.”
“If you are interested in participating, what is the best email address to send the link to the
survey?
“If you feel that another representative of the shelter would be a better fit to complete the survey,
please provide their contact information.”
“Please look out for the survey in your email inbox in the next 1-2 weeks. Thank you.”
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Appendix B

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

TITLE:
Environment

Optimizing Food Access and Availability in the Enhanced Shelter

INVESTIGATOR:

Reanna Moore, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 904-477-3409

ADVISOR:

Dr. Gayle Robinson, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 206-296-2174

PURPOSE:

You are being asked to participate in a research project that seeks to
investigate policy for food access and availability in the enhanced shelter
environment. You will be asked to participate in a group discussion
regarding this topic. The discussion will take approximately 15-20 minutes.

SOURCE OF SUPPORT:

This study is being performed as partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the doctoral degree in Doctor of Nursing Practice at Seattle University.

RISKS:

There are no known risks associated with this study.

BENEFITS:

Findings from this project have the potential to define best practices for
food access and availability in the shelter environment, which may provide
benefit to enhanced shelters in King County and shelters nationwide.

INCENTIVES:

You will receive no gifts/incentives for this project. Participation in the
project will require no monetary cost to you.

CONFIDENTIALITY:

Your name will never be used in any public dissemination of these data
(publications, presentations, etc.). All research materials and consent
forms will be stored in a secure, locked location accessible by the study
investigator. Human subjects research regulations require that data be
kept for a minimum of three (3) years. When the research study ends, any
identifying information will be removed from the data, or it will be
destroyed. Confidentiality cannot be guaranteed in a focus group setting;
however, we ask all participants to respect others’ privacy and keep all
information shared confidential.

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW:

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw your consent
to participate at any time without penalty. Your withdrawal will not
influence any other services to which you may be otherwise entitled.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS:

A summary of the results of this project will be supplied to you, at no cost,
upon request.
Reanna Moore: 904-477-3409
moorereanna@seattleu.edu.
Summary of results will be available in June 2022.

VOLUNTARY CONSENT:

I have read the above statements and understand what is being asked of
me. I also understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free
to withdraw my consent at any time, for any reason, without penalty. On
these terms, I certify that I am willing to participate in this research project.
I understand that should I have any concerns about my participation in this
study, I may call Reanna Moore who is asking me to participate, at 904-4773409. If I have any concerns that my rights are being violated, I may contact
Dr. Michael Spinetta, Chair of the Seattle University Institutional Review
Board at (206) 296-2585.
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

TITLE:
Environment

Optimizing Food Access and Availability in the Enhanced Shelter

INVESTIGATOR:

Reanna Moore, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 904-477-3409

ADVISOR: (if applicable)

Dr. Gayle Robinson, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 206-296-2174

PURPOSE:

You are being asked to participate in a project that seeks to investigate
policy for food access and availability in the enhanced shelter environment.
The interview will take approximately 15-20 minutes.

SOURCE OF SUPPORT:

This study is being performed as partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the doctoral degree in Doctor of Nursing Practice at Seattle University.

RISKS:

There are no known risks associated with this project.

BENEFITS:

Findings from this project have the potential to define best practices for
food access and availability in the shelter environment, which may provide
benefit to enhanced shelters in King County and shelters nationwide.

INCENTIVES:

You will receive no gifts/incentives for this project. Participation in the
project will require no monetary cost to you.

CONFIDENTIALITY:

Your name will never be used in any public dissemination of these data
(publications, presentations, etc.).

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW:

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw your consent
to participate at any time without penalty. Your withdrawal will not
influence any other services to which you may be otherwise entitled.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS:

A summary of the results of this project will be supplied to you, at no cost,
upon request.
Reanna Moore: 904-477-3409
moorereanna@seattleu.edu.
Summary of results will be available in June 2022.

VOLUNTARY CONSENT:

I have read the above statements and understand what is being asked of
me. I also understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free
to withdraw my consent at any time, for any reason, without penalty. On
these terms, I certify that I am willing to participate in this research project.
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I understand that should I have any concerns about my participation in this
project, I may call Reanna Moore, who is asking me to participate, at 904477-3409. If I have any concerns that my rights are being violated, I may
contact Dr. Michael Spinetta, Chair of the Seattle University Institutional
Review Board at (206) 296-2585.

Participant's Signature

Date

Investigator's Signature

Date
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

TITLE:
Environment

Optimizing Food Access and Availability in the Enhanced Shelter

INVESTIGATOR:

Reanna Moore, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 904-477-3409

ADVISOR: (if applicable)

Dr. Gayle Robinson, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 206-296-2174

PURPOSE:

You are being asked to participate in a DNP project that seeks to
investigate policy for food access and availability in the enhanced shelter
environment. You will be asked to complete a survey, which will take
approximately 15-20 minutes.

SOURCE OF SUPPORT:

This study is being performed as partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the doctoral degree in Doctor of Nursing Practice at Seattle University.

RISKS:

There are no known risks associated with this study.

BENEFITS:

Findings from this project have the potential to define best practices for
food access and availability in the shelter environment, which may provide
benefit to enhanced shelters in King County and shelters nation-wide.

INCENTIVES:

You will receive no gifts/incentives for this project. Participation in the
project will require no monetary cost to you.

CONFIDENTIALITY:

Your name will never be used in any public dissemination of these data
(publications, presentations, etc.).

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW:

Your participation in this project is voluntary. You may withdraw your
consent to participate at any time without penalty. Your withdrawal will not
influence any other services to which you may be otherwise entitled.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS:

A summary of the results of this project will be supplied to you, at no cost,
upon request.
Reanna Moore: 904-477-3409
moorereanna@seattleu.edu.
Summary of results will be available in June 2022.

OPTIMIZING FOOD ACCESS IN THE ENHANCED SHELTER ENVIRONMENT

VOLUNTARY CONSENT:

53

I have read the above statements and understand what is being asked of
me. I also understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free
to withdraw my consent at any time, for any reason, without penalty. On
these terms, I certify that I am willing to participate in this research project.
I understand that should I have any concerns about my participation in this
study, I may call Reanna Moore, who is asking me to participate, at 904-4773409. If I have any concerns that my rights are being violated, I may contact
Dr. Michael Spinetta, Chair of the Seattle University Institutional Review
Board at (206) 296-2585.

Participant's Signature

Date

Investigator's Signature

Date
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Appendix C

Shelter Resident Questions:
Verbal script: “These questions are meant to help me better understand your experience of food access
while here at the Oaks shelter.”
Q1: Do the food storage options at the Oaks work well for you? If yes, how so? If no, why not?
Q2: Are the meal and snack options at the Oaks acceptable to you? If yes, how so? If no, why not?
Q3: Do you feel like you have all the kitchenware necessary to prepare meals? If not, what is missing?
Q4: What other food storage options would you like to see?
Q5: Do you feel that the current rules limit your access to foods? If so, how?
Q6: Do you feel that the current rules limit your food storage options? If so, how?

Shelter Staff Interview Questions:
Verbal script: “These questions are meant to help me better understand your experience of food access
here at the Oaks shelter.”
Q1: What do you feel is going well in terms of food availability for shelter residents? Not going well?
Q2: What do you feel is going well in terms of food storage for shelter residents? Not going well?
Q3: What is your experience with observing behaviors such as hoarding, stealing, hiding foods in the
shelter?
Q4: What do you think would help lessen these behaviors?

Expert Questions:
Q1: Discuss your experience in the shelter environment concerning food access.
Q2: What practices have you seen work well for shelters?
Q3: What practices have you seen not work well for shelters?
Q4: In your opinion, what would the ideal policy for food access involve?
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Intro

Dear Colleague,
We would like to invite you to complete a survey on food access and availability in
your shelter. The purpose of this study is to identify best practices and policy for
food access in enhanced shelters to ultimately reduce food insecurity for shelter
residents.
This project has three aims:
Aim 1: To describe the problem of food access and availability from perspectives of
staff and residents. This aim will be accomplished through interviewing staff and
residents of the Oaks and conducting expert interviews.
Aim 2: To identify and prioritize policy options for food access and availability in
enhanced shelters. This aim will be accomplished through data collection that
includes a literature review, review of recommendations of regulatory bodies, and a
survey of other enhanced shelters in King County for best practices.
Aim 3: To develop a strategy for policy adoption. This aim will include sharing
findings from the project with stakeholders through a presentation or policy brief.
Thank you for taking time to complete this important survey. The data from this
study will help us improve guidance for shelter practices for food access and
availability. This information may improve food access for residents at the Oaks
shelter and help streamline policy development for staff at the Oaks.
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Informed Consent

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

TITLE:

Optimizing Food Access and Availability in the Enhanced Shelter

Environment

INVESTIGATOR:

Reanna Moore, Settle University, College of Nursing, 904-477-3409

ADVISOR:

Dr. Gayle Robinson, Seattle University, College of Nursing, 206-296-2174

PURPOSE: You are being asked to participate in a research project that seeks to investigate policy for
food access and availability in the enhanced shelter environment. You will be asked to complete a
survey, which will take approximately 15-20 minutes.

SOURCE OF SUPPORT: This study is being performed as par al fulfillment of the requirements for the
doctoral degree in Doctor of Nursing Practice at Sea le University.

RISKS: There are no known risks associated with this study.

BENEFITS: Findings from this project have the potential to define best practices for food access and
availability in the shelter environment, which may provide benefit to enhanced shelters in King County
and shelters nation-wide.

INCENTIVES: You will receive no incentives for this study. Participation in the project will require no
monetary cost to you.
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CONFIDENTIALITY: Your name will never be used in any public dissemination of these data (publications,
presentations, etc.).

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw your consent
to participate at any me without penalty. Your withdrawal will not influence any other services to which
you may be otherwise en titled.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS: A summary of the results of this research will be supplied to you, at no cost,
upon request.
Reanna Moore: 904-477-3409
moorereanna@seattleu.edu.
Summary of results will be available in June 2022.

VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I have read the above statements and understand what is being asked of me. I
also understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw my consent at any me,
for any reason, without penalty. On these terms, I certify that I am willing to participate in this research
project.

I understand that should I have any concerns about my participation in this study, I may call Reanna
Moore, who is asking me to participate, at 904-477-3409. If I have any concerns that my rights are being
violated, I may contact Dr.
Michael Spine a, Chair of the Sea le University Institutional Review Board at (206) 296-2585.

I would like to enroll in the study
I do not wish to enroll in the study
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Demographics

First, we'd like to collect some data regarding the demographics of your shelter and
the population you serve.

Please provide the name of the shelter/s you represent.

What is your job title?

How many residents does your shelter currently serve?

Which populations do you serve? Select all that apply.
Men
Women
Other. Please describe.

Food Availability

The following questions will help us understand the issue of food availability in your
shelter.
(Food availability includes resident meal and snack options provided by shelter, and
use of shared kitchen and kitchenware).

How many meals does your shelter provide each day?
1
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2
3
4+
Shelter does not offer meals
Other, please explain

Which meal types are offered? Select all that apply.
Breakfast
Lunch
Dinner
Shelter does not offer meals
Other, please explain

How often are snacks offered each day?
1
2
3+
Shelter does not offer snacks
Other, please explain

Do shelter residents have access to shared space for preparing foods (kitchen, or
dining room with small appliances)?
Yes
No
Other
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When is the shared space for preparing foods available for use by residents?
During meal time
only During
daytime hours
24/7
Shared space is not available.
Other, please explain

Please select kitchenware in which residents have access to for meal preparation in
shared space. Select all that apply.
Conventional oven
Microwave
Toaster Oven
Cutlery
Knives
Cutting boards
Pots/pans
Other, please explain

The next several questions will help us understand your policy or rules related to
food availability in your shelter.
(Food availability includes resident meal and snack options provided by shelter, and
use of shared kitchen and kitchenware).

Does your shelter have a policy or rules for food availability?
(For example, rules for meal or snack options and timing? Timing for kitchen and
kitchenware use?)
Yes
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No
Other, please explain

How well does your current policy for food availability meet the needs of your
shelter?
Not well at all
Slightly well
Moderately well
Very well
Extremely well
No current policy
Other, please explain.

In your opinion, what would an ideal policy look like for food availability? Please
explain brie y.
(For example, rules for meal or snack options and timing? Timing for kitchen and
kitchenware use?)

What factors are barriers to implementing your ideal policy for food availability?
Select all that apply.
Time (to enforce and regulate policy)
Cost (equipment and/or extra staffing needs)
Sanitization and food safety concerns
Resident behaviors (hiding, stealing, hoarding foods)
Pests (rodent and insect concerns)
Space limitations
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Other

Food Storage- Shared Fridge and Dry

The following questions will help us understand the issue of shared refrigerator and
dry food storage in your shelter.

Is shared refrigerator and dry food storage available for use by residents in your
shelter?
Yes, both refrigerated and dry storage.
Yes, refrigerated storage only.
Yes, dry storage only.
No food storage is available.
Other, please explain.

Approximately how much shared food storage space does each resident currently
have access to?
Less than 1 square foot
2 square feet
3 square feet
4+ square feet
Other, please explain.

Please describe your current rules for shared refrigerator and/or dry food storage, as
applicable. Select all that apply.
Residents have separate storage bins
Labeling food items is required
Other, please explain
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Please describe current food safety practices for shared refrigerator and/or dry food
storage.
(For example: How frequently are foods disposed? Who is responsible for disposal
and cleaning?)

Food storage- Resident Rooms

The following questions will help us understand the issue of food storage space in
resident rooms in your shelter.

Does your shelter allow food storage in resident rooms?
Yes
No
Other, please explain

Please indicate the types of food storage allowed in resident rooms. Select all that
apply.
Packaged, dry foods
Produce (fruits, vegetables)
Canned foods
Other, please explain

What types of kitchenware are available in resident rooms? Select all that apply.
Mini Refrigerator
Microwave
Toaster Oven
Utensils
Electric Cooktop
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Other, please explain

The next several questions will help us understand your policy or rules related to
shared food storage and food storage in resident rooms.

Does your shelter have a policy or rules for food storage (including shared and
personal space, dry and refrigerated)?
Yes
No
Other, please explain

How well does your current policy for food storage (including shared and personal
space, dry and refrigerated) meet the needs of your shelter?
Not well at all
Slightly well
Moderately well
Very well
Extremely well
Other, please explain.

In your opinion, what would an ideal policy look like for food storage (including
shared and personal space, dry and refrigerated)?
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Which barriers impact the ability to allow food storage (including shared and
personal space, dry and refrigerated)? Select all that apply.
Cost (equipment and/or extra staffing needs)
Time (to enforce and regulate policy)
Logistics (sanitization and food safety concerns)
Resident behaviors (hiding, stealing, hoarding foods)
Space limitation
Pests (rodents, insect concerns)
Other, please explain

Final

The next several questions will help us get more information about common
behavioral challenges that shelters face.

Please select the following resident behavioral challenges that your shelter faces.
Select all that apply.
Hoarding food
Stealing food
Hiding food
None
Other, please explain

Does your shelter employ any tactics to help lessen resident behavior challenges?
Please explain.
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https://seattleu.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fz9INuqIHpUAcK&Cont
extLibraryID=U…

The following section is optional. We are interested in learning more about your
shelter policies and practices regarding food availability and storage.

Please upload policies for food availability, food storage (if applicable).

Please upload photos of shared kitchen space, dry storage space, or refrigerated
space if available.

Is there any additional information regarding food availability and food storage at
your shelter that you'd like to share?
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Appendix E
Policy Analysis Table
Topic: Kitchen Access
Criteria
Public Health Impact
Scoring
Definitions

Low: small reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations
Medium: small reach with large
effect size or large reach with
small effect size
High: large reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations

Feasibility
Low: No/small likelihood of
being enacted
Medium: Moderate likelihood
of being enacted
High: High likelihood of being
enacted

Economic and Budgetary Impact
Less favorable: High costs to
implement
Favorable: Moderate costs to
implement
More favorable: Low costs to
implement

Less favorable: costs are high
relative to benefits
Favorable: costs are
moderate relative to benefits
(benefits justify costs)
More favorable: costs are low
relative to benefits

Sub-Topic: Space Availability
Budget
X

No

Low
Medium
High

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Option is not of interest to stakeholders.
-Will reduce access.
-No benefit for residents (must find
alternative meals).
-Benefit for staff (time, resources).
-Negatively impact health equity.

Notes:

Yes
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Will increase access.
-Benefit for residents > staff.

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Supported by all stakeholders. Will
be increase in resource need (food
safety, supervision)

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Budget Friendly

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Cost associated with staffing (time).
Upkeep and purchase of appliances.

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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-Positive impact on health equity
by promoting food prep and
personal storage (provides
autonomy). Access = safety.

Sub-Topic: Hours of Use
Public Health Impact

X

Daytime

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Reduced access. Partial benefit for
residents. Benefit for staff (time,
resources).
-Negatively impact those who have
shift work/medical needs.
-Impact sense of autonomy.

24/7
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Will increase access.
-Benefit for residents > staff.
-Positive impact on health equity by
promoting access at all hours.

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Likely supported by staff > residents.
-Less staffing resource need.

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
Residents support this, would like
more autonomous access.
-Staffing need to help with safety
concerns.
-How much access will staff control?

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Low cost

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher cost (staffing time).
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Sub-Topic: Appliances
Public Health Impact
X

Microwave
Only

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Reduce access. Benefit for staff >
residents. Negatively impact
autonomy.

2+ Appliances
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Increases access. Benefit for
residents, provides more autonomy.

6+ Appliances
X

Low
Medium
High

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Not supported by stakeholders

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Supported by all stakeholders.
Especially need for add’l microwave.
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
Notes:
-Increases access. Benefit for
-Support not discussed, but unlikely
residents, provides more autonomy. highly supported.

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Low cost

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher cost (staffing time)

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher cost (appliance purchase)

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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Sub-Topic: Other Ideas
Public Health Impact

Use of
Industrial
Kitchen for
Education

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Positive impact for residents

Kitchenettes in
X
each wing

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Positive impact for residents

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Not feasible until infrastructure
barriers are addressed.

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Consider space availability and
budget.
-Food safety needs.
-Infrastructure limitations.

Economic and Budgetary Impact
X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Potentially high cost associated with
repairs and staffing

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher cost

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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Policy Analysis Table
Topic: Meals
Criteria
Public Health Impact
Scoring
Definitions

Low: small reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations
Medium: small reach with large
effect size or large reach with
small effect size
High: large reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations

Feasibility
Low: No/small likelihood of
being enacted
Medium: Moderate likelihood
of being enacted
High: High likelihood of being
enacted
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Economic and Budgetary Impact
Less favorable: High costs to
implement
Favorable: Moderate costs to
implement
More favorable: Low costs to
implement

Less favorable: costs are high
relative to benefits
Favorable: costs are
moderate relative to benefits
(benefits justify costs)
More favorable: costs are low
relative to benefits

Sub-Topic: # Daily Meals
X
1 Meal

Low
Medium
High

X

Low
Medium
High

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Note:
Policy not considered

2 Meals
X

Low
Medium
High

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Good access to meals.
Residents will benefit,
especially those without
cooking skills.
3 Meals
X

Low
Medium
High

X

Low
Medium
High

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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Notes:
-Increases access to meals. May
help make up for lack of onsite
kitchen facility.
-Residents will benefit,
especially those w/out cooking
skills. May help with feelings of
safety and control.
-Enhance health equity by
providing balanced meals.
-Increases access to meals. May
help make up for lack of onsite
kitchen facility.
-Residents will benefit,
especially those w/out cooking
skills. May help with feelings of
safety and control.
-Enhance health equity by
providing balanced meals.
Sub-Topic: Meal Types
Criteria
Public Health Impact

X
Lunch, Dinner

Low
Medium
High

Notes: Policy not considered

Notes:
-Shelter and residents will support.
-HIP: may have resource
limitations.
-Shelter staffing needs to distribute
and store foods.
-Difficult to accommodate all
dietary preferences.

Notes:
-Low/no cost for shelter itself.

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High
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Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable
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Breakfast,
Lunch, Dinner
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Increases access to meals. May
help make up for lack of onsite
kitchen facility.
-Residents will benefit,
especially those w/out cooking
skills. May help with feelings of
safety and control.
-Enhance health equity by
providing balanced meals.

X

Notes:
-HIP: may have resource limitations.
-Staffing needs to distribute and store
foods.
-Difficult to accommodate all
dietary preferences.

Sub-Topic: Snack Availability
Criteria
Public Health Impact

X
Yes

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Increases access

Low
Medium
High

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Notes:
-Resource limitations

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Low/no cost for shelter itself.

Feasibility

Low
Medium
High
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Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Low cost

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable
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X
No

Low
Medium
High

X

Notes:
-Policy not considered
Sub-Topic: Other Ideas
Criteria
Public Health Impact

Salad/Soup Bar X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
- Increased access to F/V
Increase access to snacks

Community
Pantry

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
- Increased access to F/V
Increase access to snacks

Low
Medium
High

X

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
- Staff, monetary

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
- Staff, monetary
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Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Economic and Budgetary Impact
X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
X Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-High cost, staffing needs, food
waste?

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
- Staff, monetary

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable
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Policy Analysis Table
Topic: Personal Storage Space
Public Health Impact
Scoring
Definitions

Low: small reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations
Medium: small reach with large
effect size or large reach with
small effect size
High: large reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations

Feasibility
Low: No/small likelihood of
being enacted
Medium: Moderate likelihood
of being enacted
High: High likelihood of being
enacted
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Economic and Budgetary Impact
Less favorable: High costs to
implement
Favorable: Moderate costs to
implement
More favorable: Low costs to
implement

Less favorable: costs are high
relative to benefits
Favorable: costs are
moderate relative to benefits
(benefits justify costs)
More favorable: costs are low
relative to benefits

Sub-Topic: Room Storage
X
No

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Impact residents poorly

Yes
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Will benefit residents. R
feelings important to consider
autonomy.
-Staff may be strained with this
due to increased food safety
concerns.

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Not supported by R or S.

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Residents > Staff interest.
-R behaviors may limit this.
-Food safety may limit this.
-Will need adequate staffing to
monitor. R buy in regarding rules

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-N/A

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Time: Will require routine room
inspections.
-Cost: will need staffing to monitor
rooms.

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable
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Sub-Topic: Food Types Allowed
Criteria
Public Health Impact

Shelf Stable

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits R! Allows more
healthy foods to be stored in
rooms

Produce
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits R! Allows more
healthy foods to be stored in
rooms

Any Food
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
Benefits R

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-R behaviors may limit this.
-Food safety may limit this.
-Will need adequate staffing to
monitor. R buy in regarding rules

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-R behaviors may limit this.
-Food safety may limit this.
-Will need adequate staffing to
monitor. R buy in regarding rules
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Would require mini-fridges.
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Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Time: Will require routine room
inspections.
-Cost: will need staffing to monitor
rooms.

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Time: Will require routine room
inspections.
-Cost: will need staffing to monitor
rooms.

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-High cost for staffing to monitor
-Not feasible without infrastructure in
place to support.

Less favorable
X Favorable
More favorable
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Sub-Topic: Appliance Use
Criteria
Public Health Impact

Yes

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits R. This will increase
workload for staff.

X
No

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits staff. Residents do
not benefit.

Feasibility

X

Notes:
-Not feasible due to infrastructure
concerns.
-Will need to purchase these.

X

Minifridges

X

Notes:
-Benefits residents, does not
benefit staff

Low
Medium
High

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Cost

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Will need to ensure other
appliances are available/meals are
provided.

Sub-Topic: Other Ideas
Criteria
Public Health Impact

Low
Medium
High

Low
Medium
High
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Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Not feasible at this time due to
infrastructure concerns.

Economic and Budgetary Impact
X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Costly

Economic
Less favorable
X Favorable
More favorable
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Storage bins or
locker use
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits staff and residents

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Need to purchase

Policy Analysis Table
Topic: Shared Storage Space
Public Health Impact
Scoring
Definitions

Low: small reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations
Medium: small reach with large
effect size or large reach with
small effect size
High: large reach, effect size, and
impact on disparate populations

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Low cost

Feasibility
Low: No/small likelihood of
being enacted
Medium: Moderate likelihood
of being enacted
High: High likelihood of being
enacted
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Economic and Budgetary Impact
Less favorable: High costs to
implement
Favorable: Moderate costs to
implement
More favorable: Low costs to
implement

Less favorable: costs are high
relative to benefits
Favorable: costs are
moderate relative to benefits
(benefits justify costs)
More favorable: costs are low
relative to benefits

Sub-Topic: Rules for Shared Storage

Label Foods

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Helps to maintain access by
targeting food safety and pest
concerns.
-S+R will benefit.

Low

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Staff interested in this, residents may
have difficulty adhering.
-Need staffing to help reinforce
labeling, correct labels.

Low

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
-Staff time, perhaps less time than
spent disposing of foods that aren’t
labelled.

Less favorable

Less favorable
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Storage Bins

X

Medium
High

Notes:
-Helps to maintain access by
targeting food safety and pest
concerns.
-S+R will benefit.
-May help R feel their food is
more secure? Allows a personal
space within a shared space.

X

Medium
High

X
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Favorable
More favorable

Favorable
X More favorable

Notes:
Notes:
-Staff interested in this, residents may -Staff time, perhaps less time than
have difficulty adhering.
spent disposing of foods that aren’t
-Need staffing to help reinforce
in bins.
correct storage of foods/ cleaning out
bins.

Sub-Topic: Disposing of Food
Criteria

Public Health Impact

X
Client
Responsibility

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits staff, but staff may
still need to monitor.

Staff
Responsibility
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits residents, but staff
may have increased workload
which will reduce options for
access.

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Staffing time to reinforce policy
and education around it’s
importance.

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Staffing time to dispose of foods.

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher risk of food safety
concerns.

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher cost due to staffing time.

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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Shared
Responsibility
X

Low
Medium
High

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
Notes:
-Staffing time to reinforce policy and
-Benefits both S+R.
-Helps to reduce food safety and education around it’s importance.
pest concerns.

X
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Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Good balance of low budget with
pay off in regards to food safety
concerns.

Sub-Topic: Types of Shared Storage
Criteria

Public Health Impact

X
Dry Only

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits S>R
-Will reduce ability for R to
have perishable foods.
-Decreases staff time to
clean/monitor space.

Fridge Only

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits S>R.
-Will reduce ability for R to
have dry foods.

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-May need to provide more
perishable items for R.

X

Low
Medium
High

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-No cost concerns.

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Maintenance of fridge
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-Decreases staff time to
clean/monitor space.

Both

X

Low
Medium
High

X

Low
Medium
High

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
Notes:
Notes:
-Benefits R>S
-Increase staff time to monitor shared -Low budget.
-Great option to enhance access space and clean.
for both perishable and dry
goods.

Sub-Topic: Size of Shared Storage
Criteria

Public Health Impact

X
1 square foot

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-No benefits

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Less refrigerator space to clean

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Low budget

X

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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2 square feet
X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-No benefits

3+ square feet

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Benefits for R
-Staff time to clean.

X

Low
Medium
High

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Less refrigerator space to clean.

Notes:
-Low budget

X

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
-Residents interested in this
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X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

X

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Higher cost to acquire more shared
fridges. Increase staff time to monitor
shared space and clean.

Sub-Topic: Other Ideas
Criteria

Bins with Locks

Public Health Impact

X

Low
Medium
High

Feasibility

X

Low
Medium
High

Notes:
Notes:
-Benefits for R, creates sense of -Easy to implement
personal space

Economic and Budgetary Impact

X

Budget
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable

Notes:
-Low cost

X

Economic
Less favorable
Favorable
More favorable
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Appendix F
Prioritizing Policy Options: Kitchen Access
Future Considerations
“Wish List”
Policy
Subtopics

Current
Policy

Top Policy
Choice

Space
Availability

Yes

Yes

Hours of Use

Daytime

24/7

Feasibility/Considerations
nd

1st Choice

2 Choice

Expand
industrial
kitchen use for
education

Expand
industrial kitchen
for meal
preparation on
site.

Autonomous access 24/7

Appliances

Microwave
Toaster

Microwave x2
Toaster

Expand
refrigerator
space.

-Infrastructure limitations need to be addressed (kitchen
is “non-functioning”).
-Staffing needed to supervise and manage kitchen use.
-Buy-in from HIP to provide education and meals.
-Consider “quiet hours” after 10PM
-Food safety and sanitization guidance for after hours.
-Staffing needs to monitor kitchen use.

Expand options -Cost, staffing time to monitor use.
to include
-Upkeep and purchase of appliances.
kitchenette in
-Infrastructure limitations (electrical).
each shelter wing

Addressing Feasibility and Barriers
-How will kitchen access be managed? Consider watchful, but autonomous access. For residents, the need for easy food access is part of
being safe.
-Food safety: (dispose food x1 week, do weekly pest check), need staff to help complete this task and enforce.
-Infrastructure: consider funding towards kitchen becoming functional. Also consider updating electrical wiring to anticipate growth.
-Staffing: will need increased staffing or dedicated staff time if kitchen to expand space, hours of use and capabilities.
-Resident engagement/commitment: set clear rules/expectations. Offer counseling if behaviors continue to be problematic. Consider
consequences for breaking rules, but avoid any hard and fast rules.
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Prioritizing Policy Options: Meals
Future Considerations
“Wish List”
Policy
Subtopics

Current
Policy

Top Policy
Choice

Feasibility/Considerations
st

1 Choice

nd

2 Choice

# Daily Meals

3

3

Community food pantry to supplement -Space to store pantry foods.
meals
-Staff to accept donations and regulate access to pantry.

Meal Types

Breakfast,
Lunch, Dinner

Breakfast, Lunch,
Dinner

Consider
cultural, dietary
preferences,
diversifying
options.

Snack
Availability

24/7

24/7

Community food pantry to supplement -Space to store pantry foods.
meals
-Staff to accept donations and regulate access to pantry.

Soup/salad bar

-Buy-in from HIP
-Serving utensils, space for salad bar
-Staff to monitor salad bar, and food safety
-Space to store leftovers

Addressing Feasibility and Barriers
-Food safety: (dispose food x1 week, do weekly pest check), need staff to help complete this task and enforce.
-Space: Consider need for additional refrigerator space prior to expanding these options.
-Staffing: will need increased staffing or dedicated staff time to help with donations to food pantry and help regulate access.
-Cost: increased cost for staffing, cost for infrastructure to support salad bar.
-Resident engagement/commitment: set clear rules/expectations for acceptable behaviors. Offer counseling if behaviors continue to be problematic.
Consider consequences for breaking rules but avoid any hard and fast rules. Consider asking question on intake form regarding food preferences.
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Prioritizing Policy Options: Personal Storage

Policy
Subtopics

Current
Policy

Top Policy
Choice

Future Considerations
“Wish List”
Feasibility/Considerations
st

1 Choice
Room
Storage

Yes

Yes

Food Types
Allowed

Shelf stable

Shelf stable +
produce

Appliance
Use

No

No

nd

2 Choice

Plastic bins

+ Perishable foods

Minifridges

Continue to
expand options
(microwave,
etc.)

-Cost to purchase bins
-Staff time to inspect bins in rooms.

-Staff time to inspect rooms, dispose of foods if needed.
-Food safety considerations.
-Infrastructure barriers
-Food safety concerns.
-Staff time to inspect fridges
-Cost associated with purchasing fridges.

Addressing Feasibility and Barriers
-How will personal food storage be managed? Consider watchful, but autonomous access. For residents, the need for easy food access is part of being
safe.
-Food safety: (dispose food x1 week, do weekly pest check), need staff to help complete this task and enforce.
-Infrastructure: consider updating electrical wiring to anticipate growth.
-Cost: increased cost associated with storage bins and mini-fridges. Cost associated with staffing time to monitor food and disposal in resident rooms.
-Staffing: will need increased staffing or dedicated staff time to monitor personal food in rooms.
-Resident engagement: set clear rules/expectations. Offer counseling if behaviors continue to be problematic. Consider consequences for breaking rules,
but avoid any hard and fast rules.
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Prioritizing Policy Options: Shared Storage

Policy
Subtopics

Current
Policy

Top Policy
Choice

Future Considerations
“Wish List”
Feasibility/Considerations
st

1 Choice
Rules for
Shared
Storage

Label foods

Disposing of
Food

Staff

Types of
Shared
Storage

Refrigerated

Size of
Shared
Storage

<1sq ft

Label foods and
Storage bins

nd

2 Choice

None

Shared
None
Both

-Staff time to inspect bins
-Resident engagement in rules/procedures.

-Staff time to dispose of foods
-Food safety considerations.
-Staff time to monitor shared space and clean.
-Space concerns

None

2sq ft
>3 sq ft

-Staff time to clean, dispose foods.
-Cost associated w/purchasing more refrigerator space.

Addressing Feasibility and Barriers
-How will shared food storage be managed? Consider watchful, but autonomous access. For residents, the need for easy food access is part of being safe.
-Food safety: (dispose food x1 week, do weekly pest check). Should be clients primarily disposing of foods, but need staff to help complete this task and
enforce.
-Cost: increased cost associated with storage bins and additional refrigerator space. Cost associated with staffing time to monitor food and disposal in
shared environment.
-Staffing: will need increased staffing or dedicated staff time to monitor refrigerator and storage bins.
-Resident engagement: set clear rules/expectations. Offer counseling if behaviors continue to be problematic. Consider consequences for breaking rules,
but avoid any hard and fast rules.
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